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EDITORIAL 


Some years ago, a friend of mine was able to arrange for me to have an informal chat about the creation issue with 


someone ina very prominent position in a national Christian organisation working among young people. This we 


were able to do on a one-to-one basis after a meeting. It became clear very rapidly that this man had no sympathy 


with us on the importance of a historical Genesis. More than that, he seemed to take a similarly casual view of the 


rest of the Old Testament. For instance, he said to me that it didn’t matter whether or not the story of Jonah was 


literally true - what mattered were the spiritual lessons we can draw from the story. But, | countered, isn't that just 


what David Jenkins, former Bishop of Durham, used to say about the Resurrection accounts? At that point, the 


conversation came rapidly to a close! 


| am reminded of an article that Clifford Longley, 
religious correspondent for The Times 
newspaper, wrote some years ago. He was 
commenting on the furore among more 
conservative theologians about the then Bishop 
of Durham’s pronouncements: 


“Do those who repudiate the bishop’s non- 
literal understanding of the Resurrection 
believe in the creation of the world in six days? 
If they regard Genesis as mythical because it is 
contrary to science, why is that not also a good 
reason for rejecting the Resurrection - which 
sounds, to say the least, scientifically 
improbable?” 
Longley, C. (1992). Biblical truths are of their own particular 
kind. The Times, Saturday 18 April 1992, p.12. 
Clifford Longley here puts his finger on the 
inconsistency of evangelicals who refuse to 
defend a historical Genesis, while wishing to 
preserve a historical New Testament. 


This terrible state of affairs is shocking, though 
not really surprising. The 18th and 19th century 
opponents of evangelical Christianity knew 
precisely what they were doing, and they also 
knew that much of the professing church was 
helping them - if inadvertently - along the way. 

| have on my desk the 1901 edition of Thomas 
Huxley’s essays on Science and the Hebrew 
Tradition. ‘Darwin's Bulldog’, as Huxley was 
nicknamed, wrote this: 


“| am fairly at a loss to comprehend how any 
one, for amoment, can doubt that Christian 
theology must stand or fall with the historical 
trustworthiness of the Jewish Scriptures. The 
very conception of the Messiah, or Christ, is 
inextricably interwoven with Jewish history; 
the identification of Jesus of Nazareth with 
that Messiah rests upon the interpretation of 
passages of the Hebrew Scriptures which have 
no evidential value unless they possess the 
historical character assigned to them. If the 


covenant with Abraham was not made; if circumcision and sacrifices 
were not ordained by Jahveh; if the ‘ten words’ were not written by 
God’s hand on the stone tables; if Abraham is more or less a mythical 
hero, such as Theseus; the story of the Deluge a fiction; that of the Fall a 
legend; and that of the Creation the dream of a seer; if all these definite 
and detailed narratives of apparently real events have no more value 
than have the stories of the regal period of Rome - what is to be said 
about the Messianic doctrine, which is so much less clearly enunciated? 
And what about the authority of the writers of the books of the New 
Testament, who, on this theory, have not merely accepted flimsy fictions 
for solid truths, but have built the very foundations of Christian dogma 
upon legendary quicksands?” 

Huxley, T.H. (1901). Science and Hebrew Tradition. Macmillan & Co. pp. 207-8. 


It is tragic that so many evangelicals refuse to take a firm stand on biblical 
creation. This is no side issue, as the above quotations make clear. The 
enemies of Christianity understand that scriptural authority is at stake, 
even if much of modern-day evangelicalism does not. 


Ringing the changes 
It is not likely to have escaped your attention that this issue of Origins is 
radically different in style, if not content, from what has gone before. 


Over the last few issues, we have been making changes to Origins in 
response to feedback from our readers. An early decision was to produce 
two ‘popular editions each year, with a third focusing on more ‘technical’ 
topics. Issues 30 and 31 represented our first tentative steps towards a 
more ‘popular’ format, while issue 32 was our first ‘technical’ issue. This 
edition, with a brand new look, takes the changes to the next stage. 


Although the journal looks different, we hope you will find our articles as 
stimulating as ever. 


We cannot let this occasion pass without acknowledging the invaluable 
assistance, over many years, of Jim Balmer, our typesetter. Jim has worked 
tirelessly on our journal, and is responsible to a large degree for its 
professional quality. In fact, he has gone above and beyond the call of duty 
on many occasions to help us with its design and production. Some time 
ago, Jim wrote to tell us of his intention to stand down from this role and 
the technical issue (Origins 32) was his last. We are extremely grateful to 
him for all that he has done and wish him the very best for the future. This 
issue marks the beginning of our relationship with Paul Airy, who has 
designed its new look. As ever, we would value any constructive feedback 
from our readers! PG 
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JUDITH YOUNG 


When we see a parade of leaf-cutter ants 
triumphantly carrying their leaf-bits as trophies 
down into their little holes, what do we think 
they’re going to do with them? Eat them, of 
course. But no. Little do we know that way down 
in the dank and dismal, they are actually 
preparing to grow their own crop of mushrooms. 
And they need some good chewed leaf mash to 
grow them in. 


Ants are far more clever than we give them credit 
for. But how could there be a brain in that tiny 
little head? How, indeed! The more we know 
about these miniature workaholics, the more our 
thoughts should be guided to a Master Planner, a 
Brilliant Designer, Who not only implanted in 
them their instincts, and designed their intricate 


bodies, but Who now provides for them, and 
sustains them through life’s difficulties. Could 


such a complex program of life ever have written 
itself? As we look at the ant, we have to consider 
the power of the argument for the existence of 
God from design. Current scientific observations 
indicate that information can only come from a 
source of intelligence, and there is complex 
design information programmed into the DNA 
of the ant. 

















@ miniature wonders 





Most people have a nodding acquaintance with ants. Usually 
our encounters with them are either painful or inconvenient! 
However, most of us have no idea how amazing these little 
creatures really are. 


Ant Bodies: Design 


Ants, like all insects, have jointed bodies divided into three parts: the head, 
the thorax or middle body, and the abdomen. The head contains its brain, 
antennae, eyes, and mouth parts. The middle body holds the main muscles 
used in walking; the legs are fastened here. The abdomen, at the rear, 
contains the digestive, reproductive, and excretory organs. The outside of 
an ant is not a soft skin, but is hard, formed of horny chitin. This encloses 
the creature like a suit of armour, and gives it an outside skeleton. The ant’s 
muscles are attached to the inside of its shell. 


The transparent blood of an ant is greenish-yellow. It circulates through a 
long tube, or blood vessel, which runs the whole length of its body, just 
beneath the back. The heart is merely the rear part of this tube in the 
abdomen. The forward part of the vessel, extending right into the head, is 
called the aorta. Pulsations contract from the back end to the front, and 
thus force the fluid along into the cavity of the head, where it bathes the 
tissues. The ‘blood’ then flows slowly backward through the body cavity, 
and enters the rear part of the heart through tiny openings. 


Two long, jointed antennae grow from the ant’s head, used to taste, smell, 
and feel. An ant becomes almost helpless if its antennae are injured or 
destroyed. Many kinds of ants find their way to and from their nests by 
smell. Although an ant sees food, it will not pick up the morsel unless it can 
smell that it really is food. 


Some kinds of ants have no eyes, but most have a compound eye on each 
side of their heads. These large and complex eyes may have from 6 to 1,000 
or more facets, or lenses, each one serving as a tiny eye. 


The ant’s jaws open and close sideways. They’re wonderful tools. Ants use 
these jaws like scissors, to cut, and like tongs, to carry. They can use their jaws 
to dig like little shovels, or to push like tiny bulldozers. They can even crush 
hard seeds. When ants bite, their jaws may not let go - even if their heads are 
cut off! The loads ants can carry are impressive, many times their own weight. 


Ants have no lungs. Instead, the blood is supplied with oxygen by means of 
small openings, spiracles, along the side of the body. These lead into 
branching tubes that carry the air to the blood stream. All insects, including 
ants, are cold-blooded. When they’re at rest, their body temperatures are 
close to that of the surrounding air; so, their activity depends largely on air 
temperature. On cool days they’re just not as lively as they are on warm 
days. 


Because ants have no backbones, they have no spinal cord as a centre for 
their nervous systems. Instead, they have ganglia, or knots of nerves, at 
intervals, along paired nerve cords which run down the underside of their 
bodies. Reflex actions, such as walking, are directly controlled by these 
small nerve centres located close to the point of action, such as the legs. 
Each ganglion controls certain phases of the ant’s activity, and is often 
capable of functioning by itself. This is why an ant which has had its head 
cut off can frequently continue to walk! Incredibly, one ant lived for more 
than a month after its head had been cut off! 


Some ants have wings during part of their lives. But others never have 
wings. Most ants bite, and some sting. It’s the formic acid that hurts us so 
much, when they do. 


Implanted Wisdom 


An ant is guided almost entirely by what we've come to call ‘instinct’. Its 
life span is so short that it has little time in which to learn from experience. 
Instincts are mysterious. These behaviour patterns don’t seem to be linked 
to the genetic mechanism. How do instinctive behaviours arise in the first 
place, and become hereditarily fixed? The whole order of the 
Hymenoptera (the ‘membrane wings’), which includes bees and wasps as 
well as ants, shows what is thought to be the highest mental development 
among the insects. Their instinctive abilities are the most clever and 
amazing of all insects. And sometimes, the tactics they adopt in order to 
overcome obstacles are, frankly, ingenious. 


ANTS CAN LEARN MORE THAN MOST INSECTS. IT 1S HARD FOR US IN 
OUR PRIDE AS HUMANS, TO THINK THAT SUCH TINY CREATURES CAN 
THINK AHEAD AND PLAN AS WE DO, EVEN THOUGH THEY CLEARLY LAY 
UP FOOD FOR THE COMING WINTER. 


God has actually implanted a certain kind of wisdom in the tiny makeup of 
the ant. He tells us in the book of Proverbs that we would do well to copy 
her! An ant is a hard worker, and tirelessly persistent. Since for most of us, 
a certain measure of laziness and self-indulgence is one of our besetting 
sins, we should stop and pay attention to her lessons. Ants are alert, 
sensitive, fascinating dynamos of action, and major ecological caretakers 
of the biosphere. 
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“TAKE A LESSON 
FROM THE ANTS, 
YOU LAZYBONES! 
LEARN FROM THEIR 
WAYS AND BE WISE! 
EVEN THOUGH THEY 
HAVE NO PRINCE, 
GOVERNOR, OR 
RULER TO MAKE 
THEM WORK, THEY 
LABOUR HARD ALL 
SUMMER 
GATHERING FOOD 
FOR THE WINTER. 
(Proverbs 6:6-8 NLT) 
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There 
are more 
than 

8 000 
species 
of ants. 


Ant Lifestyles: Teamwork 


Like people, ants do not live alone. They are social creatures, living and 
working with other ants in groups called colonies. Ant colonies are 
somewhat like cities. Hundreds and even thousands of ants live in one nest. 
And within that nest there’s a division of labour, such as we have come to 
practise in our civilised societies. Some of the ants are nurses who feed and 
care for the queen and the young. Others are caretakers, who keep the nest 
clean or butlers, who store away the food. Still others are the police, 
guarding the entrances to the nest. There are excavators, builders, 
engineers; all sorts of specialised jobs. The Lord wants us to think about 
them so He can teach us qualities of cooperation and harmony through 
their humble lives. 


THERE ARE MORE THAN 8,000 SPECIES OF ANTS. Some are fierce 
hunters and eat only meat. Others eat the seeds of grains and wild grasses; 
they may even specially grow these themselves, being accomplished and 
dedicated gardeners. Some ants (the LEAFCUTTER or PARASOL ANTS) do 
plant and care for little mushroom gardens deep in their nests, providing 
them with leaf mulch. What they eat is the sort of spongy mushroom they 
have grown below; and they also feed it to their young. CARPENTER ANTS 
chew holes in trees, often in wood that has been previously attacked by 
beetles, to make an opening for their nests. The ants don’t eat the wood. 


HARVESTER ANTS live in warm, dry, sandy places. With their jaws they pick 
up seeds or cut them from weeds and grasses. They store the kernels inside 
their nests and throw the husks outside their entrances. If the stored seeds 
get damp, the ants may spread them in the sun to dry. 


HONEY ANTS live on sweet juices. Some collect the juices from flowers. But 
others collect ‘honeydew’, the thin syrup that certain plant-sucking insects 
drop from their abdomens. There are times, though, when plants are not 
green, and the plant-sucking insects go away or die. Then the ants can’t find 
enough food. To prepare for such times, the honey-pot ants store honey in 
their nests, using their own bodies. A few young ants keep eating honey until 
they become as round as peas. They get too fat to work, or even walk. These 
air-tight, sterile ‘honey-pots’ go up and hang upside-down from the ceiling 
of the nest. For the rest of their lives, they hang by their feet from the 
ceiling. When hungry worker ants come to them for food, the storage ants 
give up honey through their mouths. Later, when the colony has plenty of 
food again, the other ants fill up the honey-pot ants again! A large nest may 
have as many as 300 of these living food-storage tanks: amazing examples 
of self-sacrifice. 


Other honey ants don’t store it themselves. Instead, these ants actually take 
care of the insects living on plants near the ant nest. The ants keep aphids, 
leafhoppers, and certain caterpillars for honeydew, just as dairy farmers 
keep cows for milk. Ants ‘milk’ one of their ‘cows’ by stroking the insect’s 
back with their antennae. The insect then drops honeydew from its 
abdomen. The ants defend their insect ‘cows’ from enemies. They often 
carry the insects from one plant to another to find the best feeding places. 
Some ants even take their ‘livestock’ into their nests during the winter and 
care for them there. 


SLAVE-MAKING ANTS don’t do their own work. What? | thought we were 
supposed to get wisdom from the ants! Well, sin has touched all of creation, 
as Romans 8:20-22 explains. These slave-making ants capture ants of a 
different species to work for them. The AMAZON ANT is one kind that 
cannot live without slaves. Their jaws are long and sharp, and so curved that 
they can’t dig nests or even feed themselves. 


The Lives of Ants: Loyalty 


Each colony usually has three classes of ants: the queens, the workers, and 
the males. NO SINGLE ANT RULES THE COLONY, AS SOLOMON 
OBSERVED, THEY HAVE NO “PRINCE, GOVERNOR OR RULER.” But some 
worker ants may be more active than others, and sometimes appear to be 
leaders. Some individual ants are characteristically industrious, while 
others are lastingly lethargic and sluggish, even as we have in human 
populations. 


Most ant colonies have special female ants called queens, which lay the eggs 
that develop into new queens, workers, and males. Some colonies may have 
only one queen, but others may have several living peacefully together. The 
queens of most kinds of ants are larger than the males and workers. The 
queen is really a queen mother, since she spends her life laying eggs. She is 
not the ruler of the colony, but the worker ants are devoted to her and 
carefully feed and tend her. She probably smells good to the other ants, or 
tastes good when they lick her. Queens may live as long as 10 to 15 years. 


Sometimes we see swarms of winged ants crawling out of their nests and 
flying into the air. These ants are young queens and males on their nuptial 
flights. After one such flight, the queens can lay eggs for the rest of their lives. 


Each queen chews off her own wings, which she will never need again, 
because she has finished her only mating flight. Then she looks for a place 
to begin a colony of her own. She may have to dig a hole for herself if she 
can’t find a little ready- 
made hole in the ground 
or a space under a rock. 
She has no workers to 
help her. She seals 
herself inside the hole by 
closing the entrance 
with soil. She begins to 
lay eggs and does not go 
out, even for food. For 
weeks or months she 
starves, except for eating some of her own eggs. The strong muscles that 
moved her wings change to fat. They are used up to give her strength. A 
queen takes care of the nest and her young only when the colony is new and 
she has no workers to perform these tasks. 


master designer. 


An ant egg eventually hatches into a small white larva. The larva is bigger at 
one end than at the other. It has no eyes or legs, but has a head and mouth 
at the smaller end. After growing for several days, the larva moults, or sheds 
its skin. It moults several times before it becomes a full-grown larva, but it 
still does not look at all like an ant. Some kinds of ant larvae spin silk 
cocoons around themselves when they are full grown. Whether or not it is 
inside a cocoon, the mature larva sheds its skin once more to become a 
smooth pupa. The pupais shaped like an ant, with legs and antennae folded 
against the body. It doesn’t eat and hardly moves. Finally, when the adult 
body is completely formed, the ant breaks out of the pupal skin and out of 
the cocoon, if it has one. Usually the queen or other workers help the callow, 
or feeble young ant, to emerge. Callows are pale at first, but gradually 
develop the colour of an adult ant. 


This marvellous process of metamorphosis could only have been planned 
by a great master designer. During all these stages the tiny life is not very 
capable of survival on its own. It must be protected and cared for. The 
stages of egg-larva-pupa-adult would not have evolved by themselves, as 
individually they lack survival value. 
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The first workers hatched in a brand new colony 
are tiny, because their mother has only her own 
saliva to feed them. She has no older workers to 
find food and bring it back to the nest. However, 
these new workers leave the nest as soon as they 
are able. They bring back food for the queen and 
her next brood of young ants. Soon there are full- 
sized workers to share the tasks in the growing 
colony. 


Ant Cities: Collaboration 


Ants, as we have seen, are not solitary creatures; 
they live and work in orderly and efficient 
groups. SOME COLONIES MAY HAVE AS FEW AS 
TEN ANTS, OTHERS MAY HAVE HALF A 
MILLION. At first, the nests of most kinds of ants 
are simple little burrows under rocks or in the 
ground. As the colony grows larger, the nest 
changes shape according to the kind of ant. The 
excavators often make asimple hill, with a pit or 
crater in the centre at the entrance to their nests. 
Engineer ants of other species will go on to pile 


This marvellous process of metamorphosis 
could only have been planned by a great 


dirt and twigs over and around their nests to 
form tall mounds. Sometimes they build rooms 
and passageways inside these mounds. Some 
ants dig tunnels as deep as 16 feet into the 
ground. Underground rooms and runways 
sometimes spread out in every direction. A huge 
nest may spread over as much as an acre. 
Entrance holes may be as big as your fist, and 
underground rooms may be large enough for a 
cat to crawl into. 


But there are some ants that don’t make nests in 
the ground. The carpenter ants make large 
irregular holes in wood to make space for their 
homes. Certain weaver ants of tropical Africa or 
Asia build nests among the leaves of trees. They 
bind the edges of leaves together with a sticky, 
silky, threadlike material that is given off by their 
own larvae. These leaves form the outer walls of 
their home. The ants weave walls inside the leafy 
shelter to form inner rooms. 


© 
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Division of Labour: Efficiency 


Workers, the main inhabitants of the cities, are 
female ants. The jobs may be apportioned 
according to size (polymorphism). Small ants 
may be the nurses, taking care of the young ants 
and the queens. Larger workers go out of the nest 
to find food. Some of the largest workers, called 
soldiers, have unusually large, strong jaws. They 
help defend the colony against its enemies. 


However, among some kinds of ants, the workers 
are all the same size. The division of labour is 
according to their ages. Newly hatched ants 
remain inside the nest as nurses, while the older 
ones go out to find food. 


Although the ant colony has no government, the 
tasks are well divided among the workers. In some 
species, certain workers are extremely specialized. 
For example, in some harvester ants, soldier ants 
do virtually nothing but crack open seeds for 
other ants to eat. Such specialized behaviour is 
usually flexible, however; any ant can perform any 
activity to a certain degree. The workers we are 
most likely to see are those who collect the food 
and bring it back to the nest. As ants move about, 
they frequently touch the tips of their abdomens 
to the ground. Glands in the tip leave droplets of 
liquid that make an odour trail for other ants to 
follow. Other ants make the nest bigger, repair it, 
or clean out the rooms. Some of the nurse ants 
feed and clean the larvae; they often carry the 
larvae to different parts of the nest if the room 
they are in becomes too wet or too cold. When you 
disturb an ant nest, you may see the nurses 
scurrying away with white bundles in their jaws. 
They are carrying the larvae or pupae (not the tiny 
eggs, as you might have thought). If the colony is 
attacked by enemies, the worker ants defend it. 
Some ants have stings at the tips of their 
abdomens. Others have organs that squirt or 
spray formic acid to drive their enemies away. The 
worker ants of some species sacrifice themselves 
to warn the others of danger. Their bodies 
explode, which spreads a chemical alarm. 


Ants recognize strangers and nestmates by their 
odour. They often stop to fight with strangers, 
even of the same species. When nestmates meet, 
they usually stop to share drops of food or to 
touch antennae. Often you will see one ant 
carrying another, who is wounded or dead. Often, 
undertaker ants will bury their fellows in tiny 
coffins of empty husks or seed follicles. 


Ants appear to have regular hours of work and 
rest. Who taught them to observe holidays, as 
some seem to do? And Who set up their strict rules 
of sanitation? 


Acknowledging the Creator 


The ant colony presents an amazing picture of hard work, efficiency, 
productivity, persistence, cooperation, and loyalty for their common goals 
and to each other. Ants contribute immensely to the population control of 
their prey, the recycling of plant material, seed dispersal, turning and 
aeration of the soil, and other major ecological processes. They frequently 
show great ingenuity, and will tackle incredible tasks, even cutting their way 
through rock. In general they are far more helpful to the environment than 
destructive. They seem so skillful and so artistic; so orderly and so clever. If 
all this is merely accidental, their instinctive behaviours and abilities are an 
unsolved mystery. It is far more reasonable to infer the likelihood of 
purposeful design by an intellect far beyond our own. 


Ants also give us a picture of the Lord’s gracious and 
constant provision for His creatures. He provides for 
them, and through their hard work, cooperation, and 
ecological contribution, He uses them to help provide 
for the rest of the biosphere as well. 


It’s good for us proud 
humans to develop an 
appreciation and a respect 
for these tiny creatures of 
His, to spend a few 
moments contemplating 
them, reflecting on all they 
have to tell us. 


Often a great temptation is to take overweening pride in 
our human achievements. What could be more necessary 
than the humbling and limiting acknowledgment that 
there is, in fact, a God, and we are not Him? 





Judith Young is a missionary to the Arab world with 
Gospel Recordings. She studied at the University of 
California at Irvine, majoring in linguistics and has 
written and reviewed for several International 
Conferences on Creationism. She and her husband 
have seven children and five grandchildren. 
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“the word’ 


your correspondence 


COLIN HAMER, WARRINGTON 


COLIN HAMER, WARRINGTON 
| was somewhat less than convinced by Paul Garner’s article, 
‘Claws, Jaws and the Fall’ (Origins 31, July 2001, pp. 6-8). 
Can the sophisticated killing mechanisms seen in so many 
creatures (e.g. bombardier beetle, rattlesnake) really be 
adaptations of benign features that existed before the fall? 


An earlier article | remember suggested a switch box whereby 
the creature has built into its genetic structure the capacity 
to change (sometimes dramatically) at some future date. 
[Editor: This was Richard Johnston's ‘When is ‘Not a Lion’ a 
Lion?’, Origins 26, June 1999, pp.25-26]. | seem to recall 
that the previous article mentioned the caterpillar and 
ourselves. Rather like the caterpillar, we have a built in 
mechanism for future change, only ours triggers puberty. 


So in creation, our all-knowing God built in the capacity for 
these animals to have the necessary mechanisms to cope 
with a fallen world. 


REPLY BY PAUL GARNER 


Basically, my view is that ‘attack and defence’ structures in 
animals originated as a consequence of the fall in a variety of 
ways. Some were adaptations of features that had a benign 
function before the fall. Some were perhaps degenerative 
changes resulting from mutational change or loss of genetic 
information. In other cases, as Colin Hamer points out, the 
information for ‘attack and defence’ structures may have 
been present before the fall in a latent (unexpressed) form. | 
do not think we can dogmatically insist on one of these 
explanations to the exclusion of the others. My article 
speculated solely about the original function of claws and 
teeth in cats, and suggested that they may have had 
alternative uses before the fall. | would not necessarily want 
to apply this scenario to other features in other animals (e.g. 
rattlesnake fangs and venom), which may have a different 
explanation. What | do insist upon, because the Bible seems 
plainly to teach it, is that cruelty, death, and bloodshed were 
not part of the created order before the fall. 


RICHARD WARD 


| have received Origins 31. So far | have read only the ‘Flat 
Earth’ article which is excellent. | remember being taught about 
Eratosthenes’ measurement of the Earth’s circumference, and 
being told that he interpreted it as the distance from the Flat 
Earth to the Sun. 


L_ WALDER 


As a non-technical person, | have found the new content of 
Origins even more helpful and faith-strengthening. 


COLIN J W MEIKLE 


| have been just reading through your latest issue (Origins 
31, July 2001) which arrived this morning. ‘Creation in the 
News’ (p.24) contains an article on the BBC2 documentary, 
‘The Missing Link’. 


| also saw the programme, and came away amazed that 
people would claim to have proven how legs had evolved 
with no more ‘evidence’ than a jawbone. Is this an example 
of a pseudo-scientific ‘foot-in-mouth’? 


| enjoy your magazine, find it very helpful and look forward 
to each issue. Many thanks. 


PAUL GARNER 
- Clarification of footnote 2 on page 8 of Origins 31 


This clarification concerns footnote 2 in my article on 
‘Claws, Jaws and the Fall’. In saying, correctly, that we are 
(also) held accountable for our own sin, | may have given 
the impression that we did not sin and fall in Adam. Romans 
5:12, 18-19 make clear that condemnation and death came 
on all men because of the sin of Adam, their head. Similarly, 
because Adam was given dominion over all creation, when 
he sinned the curse came on creation as well as on mankind. 
The positive side of this is that believers are justified and 
freed from the curse on account of the obedience of 
another, Jesus Christ, not through their own righteousness. 
At the end, “creation itself will be liberated from its bondage 
to decay and brought into the glorious freedom of the 
children of God” (Romans 8:21). | would like to thank John 
Legg for bringing this point of clarification to my attention. 
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Creation Evangelism for the New Millennium by Ken Ham. 
Master Books, Green Forest, Arizona. 1998. 176pp. ISBN 0-89051-247-7. 


KEN HAM NEEDS NO INTRODUCTION TO READERS OF ORIGINS. He is an international seminar speaker, well known for his focus 
on the foundational relevance of Genesis to the Christian faith. In this book, Ken develops his thinking about creation-based 
evangelism, which he believes is a powerful and biblical method that can be used to reach our increasingly secular culture with the 
gospel. The book explains the problems of communicating the gospel to a society that is ‘Greek’ in its thinking, and how the church 
can overcome these difficulties. He also analyses the disastrous effects that compromise with evolutionary ideas has had among 
Christians and sends out a clarion call for the church to take a renewed stand on the authority of the Bible as the Word of God. 
The book also contains many personal testimonies of those who have been won to the Lord or to a more biblical position through 
the creation ministries. Deserves a wide readership. 


The Great Alaskan Dinosaur Adventure by Buddy Davis, Mike Liston, John Whitmore. 
Master Books, Green Forest, Arizona. 1998. 137pp. ISBN 0-89051-232-9. 


This is an unusual book, in that it is a ‘travelogue’ of a creationist field trip to the Alaskan wilderness to search for dinosaur fossils. 
The intrepid team of bone-hunters encounter many dangers and challenges as they journey through the frozen Arctic wastes. They 
are also plagued continually by swarms of mosquitoes! Written in a popular style and illustrated with many photographs of the 
team in action, the book raises an important question. ls it really possible for dinosaur bones to have remained unfossilised for tens 
of millions of years, or might these creatures have been buried much more recently? Suitable for readers aged 12 years and over. 


A Trip to the Ocean by John D. Morris. 
Master Books, Green Forest, Arizona. 2000. 40pp. ISBN 0-89051-285-X. 


This attractively-illustrated volume follows Tracker John and his friends as 
they explore God’s creation under the ocean waves. Along the way, we learn 
how the tides operate, we meet sea creatures large and small, and we find 
out more about the underwater environment. We are also presented with a 
simple gospel message and Tracker John explains that he asks Jesus to help 
him in his work as a scientist. This family book would be suitable for readers 
aged 5 to 12 years. 


The Image of God presented by David Aikman. 
Keziah Video Productions. 1998. 27 minutes. 


From a Frog to a Prince presented by David Aikman. ") 
Keziah Video Productions. 1998. 27 minutes. 


Available for £9.95 each, plus £1 per video for postage and packing from 
Creation Resources Trust, Mead Farm, Downhead, West Camel, Yeovil, 
Somerset BA22 7RQ. For credit card orders, please telephone/fax 01935 
850569 or e-mail Geoff@c-r-t-fsnet.co.uk. 


Many creation videos are ‘talking head’ productions, video recordings of a 
lecture or seminar. While such presentations have their place, they are 
often too long and not sufficiently animated for a popular audience. 
However, these videos are different. Produced by Keziah, an independent 
Christian film company, these are professional quality documentary-style 
films. They are also just the right length for showing as part of a church 
meeting or in the home. 


From a Frog to a Prince questions whether evolution has an adequate 
mechanism. It specifically addresses the problem posed by the origin of new 
genetic information. Various experts - including Dr Lee Spetner, Dr Michael 
Denton, Professor Werner Gitt, and Dr Don Batten - explain why there are 
clear limits to biological change. One of the most revealing parts of the 
video is an interview with Richard Dawkins, in which he is challenged to give 
an example of a mutation that leads to an increase in genetic information. 
His inability to answer speaks volumes.! 


The Image of God is a cool-headed look at the evidence for human 
evolution. Marvin Lubenow and Dr Sigrid Hartwig-Scherer present a 
creationist view of human origins. The various ‘ape-man’ candidates are 
shown to be either true humans or extinct apes. The human fossil record is 
explained as a consequence of re-population after a recent global flood. The 
video also includes interviews with evolutionary scientists, Dr Chris Stringer 
and Dr Fred Spoor. 


These videos are great tools for spreading the creation message. Highly 
recommended. 


Daddy, Is There Really a God? 
By John D. Morris. Master Books, Green Forest, Arizona. 1997. 32pp. 
ISBN 0-89051-188-8. 


This entertaining story, aimed at young readers, is about a camping trip on 
which several families set out to study God’s creation. During the trip, a 
young girl called Joy is helped to find the Creator God by Tracker John and 
her father. This educational and well-illustrated book will point readers to 
the amazing wonder and beauty of God’s creation. In a very simple and 
straightforward way, it explains how our bodies are put together and 
outlines the design that is evident in the natural world. 
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The Bible Comes Alive: Volume 1 
by Clifford Wilson. 

New Leaf Press, Green Forest, Arizona. 1997. 
17 1pp. ISBN 0-89221-349-3. 


This is the first of a series of books that aims to 
pictorially present the archaeological discoveries 
that support the historicity of the Bible. This 
volume starts with Genesis chapter one and 
proceeds through the time of the Old Testament 
patriarchs. It points to the intriguing parallels, and 
yet the stark contrasts, that exist between the 
Genesis record and other ancient documents such 
as the Gilgamesh Epic, the Ebla tablets, and the 
Enuma Elish. It is clear that these other ancient 
records are an inferior and corrupt version of the 
original historical accounts found in the Bible. 
The Bible Comes Alive presents a strong 
testimony to its author’s belief in Holy Scripture. It 
is faithful to the biblical records of special 
creation and a global flood. However, the parts of 
the book that deal with geology and human 
origins are somewhat unreliable. The author 
makes some basic errors, such as equating the 
punctuated equilibrium concept of Eldredge and 
Gould with the hopeful monster theory of 
Goldschmidt (p. 57). He also makes some 
dubious statements, such as his claim that 
trilobites have been found fossilised with man- 
made artifacts (p.36). The book would have been 
better if it had been more critically reviewed 
publication. However, with these 
reservations, readers ought to find it a helpful 


before 


volume. The devotional section at the end is 
particularly worthy of study and meditation. 


" 


1 Professor Dawkins has 
claimed that the video 
misrepresents him, and has 
written an article to answer 
the question posed to him in 
the video. See ‘The 
“Information Challenge”’, The 
Skeptic 1998;18(4):21-25. 
However, Professor Royal 
Truman has shown that 
Dawkins’ article fails to solve 
the problem. See ‘The problem 
of information for the theory 
of evolution. Has Dawkins 
really solved it?’, 
http://www.trueorigin.org/da 
wkinfo.htm [accessed on 28 
August 2000]. 
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the world of plants: 


testimony to the creator 


An interview with Dr Nancy Darrall 


How did the staggering variety and complexity of the plant kingdom 
come about? Did it result from gradual evolutionary processes over 
millions of years or is it an expression of the creative mind of God? 
What can the fossil record of plants tell us about their origins? To 
help us answer some of these questions, Paul Garner turned to Dr 
Nancy Darrall, an expert in the scientific study of plants. Dr Darrall 
gained a BSc with First Class Honours in Agricultural Botany from 
the University of Reading and a PhD in Botany from the University of 
Wales, Aberystwyth. For fourteen years, Dr Darrall worked in 
Environmental Research at the National Power, Technology and 
Environmental Centre, at Leatherhead, studying the physiological 
effects of pollutants on agricultural crops and trees. More recently, 
Dr Darrall gained an MSc in Speech and Language Pathology and 
Therapy from the University of London and currently works as a 
Speech Therapist at the Bolton Community Health Care Trust. Dr 
Darrall is familiar to readers of Origins as along standing member of 
the BCS committee and a much appreciated speaker on creation 
topics. 


Q: Nancy, when and how did you become a Christian? 


| find it difficult to answer this question as | had the privilege of growing up 
in a Christian home, coming to understand the truths of the faith at an 
early age and seeing these truths in action in my parents’ lives. Certainly 
before | left home | had a knowledge of saving faith in my own experience 
and | was baptised during my time at Reading University. 


Q: What led you to study Agricultural Botany? 


| was always interested in the natural world, particularly in the landscape 
and the plants to be found there. A career in research was my ambition 
before | started at university and | was privileged to be able to see that 


fulfilled. 


Q: What challenges did you face at university as a Christian? 


| don’t think that | faced any greater challenges to my Christian faith than 
students in other disciplines. Evolution was assumed to be true by all of 
my lecturers as far as | was aware and at the time | saw no problem with 
that. | thought then that it was entirely possible that God could use the 
processes of evolution to ‘create’ the world as we know it. However, by the 
time that | had finished my PhD at Aberystwyth and had had the privilege 
of anumber of years of excellent Bible teaching there, both at the church | 
attended and in the University Christian Union, | became aware that a 
belief in evolution was entirely incompatible with belief in the truths of the 
Bible. For example: 


God continually teaches us in the Bible that he is in control of all things 
and plans the future for His own glory. This is hardly compatible with a 
view that the outcome of evolution is entirely by chance, for example, 
whether man will evolve from apes or some other creature. 


God teaches us that death is the result of sin and not part of the original 
creation before the Fall. In contrast, death is an integral part of the theory 
of evolution; without death of the ‘weaker individuals selection of the 
‘stronger’ cannot occur. 


God teaches that through one man, the first Adam, sin came into the 
world and then he draws a parallel with the one second Adam, Jesus 
Christ, who came into the world to redeem us from sin (Romans 5 and 1 
Corinthians 15). In the scheme of evolution there would be many ‘almost’ 
Adams and {just evolved’ Adams. This would make nonsense of those 
scriptures. If there were many first Adams then maybe there were many 
Second Adams ...2! The Bible clearly teaches us that there is only one way 
to God through the one man, Christ Jesus; evolution undermines the 
central tenets of the Christian faith and this is one example. 


Q: How does your Christian faith impact upon your work as 
a scientist? 

My Christian faith gives me a sense of purpose and meaning to my workin a 
world where there is much irresponsible use of resources and pollution. It is 
a privilege to be able to look into the ways of God in the natural world. My 
faith in a God who created and sustains all things by his power means that | 
expect to see an ordered natural world in which complex interactions occur 
within plants and animals as well as between them, because the world was 
designed as a whole rather than evolved in a piecemeal fashion. At the same 
time, | recognise that the world is a very different place from when it was 
originally created; it has been corrupted by the effects of sin. Many plants 
and animals have become extinct and the original habitats destroyed. 


Q: Tell us about your research at the National Power, 
Technology, and Environmental Centre. 


Inthe 1970s and 1980s there was great concern about the impact of air 
pollution from coal burning power stations, including the effects of ‘acid 
rain’. A research group was set up in the late 1970s and my role was to 
look at the effects of air pollution on the physiology of plants, in particular 
agricultural plants and commercial timber species. | was also responsible 
for numerous trial sites around the country looking at the best way of 
controlling tree growth under electricity power lines. This project started 
following a blackout over large parts of the south of England one hot 
summer's day when high voltage lines tripped out after contact with trees. 
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Q: Does the fossil record provide 
support for the evolution of plants 
from a common ancestor? 


The fossil record provides evidence of a vast 
variety and range of complexity of plant life. 
However, there is not a gradual transition from 
simple to complex plants as you move up the 
rock layers from the oldest layers to the most 
recent but a number of sudden changes. 


In the rocks known as Devonian and Jurassic 
there is a sudden appearance of land dwelling 
plants and the majority of the basic tissues and 
organs of plants as we know them today can 
already be found there. We see leaves with gas 
exchange pores, water and food conducting 
tissues and mechanisms to allow plants to grow 
in girth. Also, we see the various engineering 
design features required to allow plants to grow 
into trees with all the problems of getting water 
from the roots to the top shoots and the 
problems of branching, where heavy horizontal 
structures grow out unsupported at the far end. 


In the rocks known as Cretaceous, we find the 
sudden appearance of flowering plants with a 
whole range of new features including flowers. 
However, rather than a gradual introduction of 
different groups there is a rapid diversification of 
features and increase in the number of different 
species. Textbooks acknowledge that the 
appearance of flowering plants in the fossil record 
is the most rapid of any major group of plants. 


It is usually taken as read that complex features 
evolved only once because of the unlikely event 
that a group of characteristics would all appear 
at the same time to permit the new feature to 
‘evolve’. One such feature, that is largely 
exclusive to flowering plants (angiosperms) is 
the presence of vessels, or open-ended tubes in 
the water conducting tissues. However, 
palaeobotanists largely agree that the only way 
to interpret the evidence is to say that they 
evolved separately in six different groups of 
plants, including the horsetails, certain ferns, 
and twice in flowering plants. This does not sit 
comfortably with the theory of evolution. The 
evidence points more clearly to design, in which 
different kinds of plants are optimally suited to 
the various environments of land and sea. 


The main message of the fossil record is the 
catastrophic loss of plant types in past extinction 
events and the enormous diversity of plants that 
have lived in the past and/or are living today. 
The scripture tells us that death resulted from 


© 
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man’s fall and so we can attribute this loss directly to man’s rebellion 
which is a sobering thought. Much of this extinction may be a direct result 
of the flood in the time of Noah and the effects of that event on the 
environment for subsequent plant growth. For one thing the original soil 
would have completely gone, leaving bare rock, or sterile, often water- 
sodden deposits for colonisation. 


Q: Critics of the Bible often ask how plants were able to 
survive Noah’s Flood. Are you aware of any botanical 
research that may shed some light on that? 


It is difficult to do research in this area as we do not know much about the 
conditions except that they were catastrophic for all land dwelling 
animals. Certainly the sea would be turbulent, rocks and sand would grind 
down seeds and growing plants, temperatures may have fluctuated 
considerably which would affect survival and changes in saltiness would 
have also had a big effect. Darwin did some interesting work on survival of 
seed in sea water and a variety of plant material on rafts in ocean waters 
and found that many species had good tolerance of such conditions. There 
are also a number of other articles which can be followed up (e.g. Darrall, 
1986; Howe, 1968). Many seeds and rootstocks can certainly survive for 
long periods and then germinate. The seeds of Sophora macnabiana, a 
tree found on Gough Island, can germinate after three years in sea water. 
It is the seed of some agricultural plants that can only survive for a few 
years; most other plant seeds have elaborate dormancy mechanisms to 
allow them to survive in hostile conditions. 


Q: How did you come to make the transition from being a 
botanist to being a speech therapist? 


| was made redundant from research in the early 1990s when National 
Power, formerly part of the Central Electricity Generating Board, along 
with most other parts of the newly privatised company reduced staff by 
about half. | had recently been supervising some research work of a deaf 
graduate and that gave me an interest in communication difficulties and 
from there | went on to re-train as a Speech and Language Therapist. 


Q: Have your studies in speech therapy any relevance to the 
creation-evolution debate? 


When | started to re-train | remember commenting that | could not see a 
way that my new career would make a contribution to the debate. | was 
wrong. The more | read about, and observe, both the development of 
speech and language, and disabilities that result from damage to these 
skills, the more | am aware of complex design. 


From the structure of the voice tract to the complexities of the natural 
processes of learning to understand and use language, we have an 
enormously intricate and carefully balanced system where deficiencies in 
just one component will affect the whole system. We learn to talk before 
we develop the processes of logical and deductive thinking. This means 
that we take language and speech for granted and are completely unaware 
of its complexity unless we meet a child with a disability in this area or 
someone who has had a stroke. 
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an atheist creed 


(Believed, surprisingly, by most of the Scientific Establishment) 


| believe in nothing ... 

Once upon atime there was nothing - everywhere. 

Out of the nothing came quarks and anti-quarks, matter and anti-matter, in such 
abundance that it could one day become all the universe. 

Then appears Gravity. 


| believe in Nothing and Gravity, a force so powerful that all these 
particles rush together to form a Black Hole - a very tiny, very heavy 
lump of matter, held fast together forever by mighty Gravity. 


But then from Nothing a greater than Gravity appears and overcomes it - 


BIG BANG! 


| believe in Nothing, and Gravity and Big Bans. 


Almighty Big Bang, contains all of universal energy, exploding outwards, onwards. It 
takes invisible chaos and turns it into zillions of atoms all subject to Order, Power, 
and Harmony - each with unchanging and reliable properties of unimaginable 
variety; electrons, protons, neutrons and 300 smaller particles. 


| believe in Nothing and Gravity and Big Bang and Time and Light. 
Time passes and Light shines from the bunches of atoms that Gravity draws 


together in giant clusters to form stars. 


| still believe in Time, even after billions of years of it have come and 
gone and no Earth has yet appeared. 


And | believe in Nothing and Gravity and Light, and also those children 
of Big Bang, called Order and Power and Harmony. 


Out of the giant clusters comes one special one, an Earth revolving round a Sun, at 
just the right distance for Nothing to bring marvels from chaotic soups of atoms. 


Nothing’s greatest triumph yet, a Bacterium appears - 1,000 billion atoms ina 
membrane with fast whirling enzymes, proteins and tight-formed information in its 
DNA. Destined to remain unchanged itself for 4 billion years, yet also enabled to 
change itself into 10 million other life forms, each more marvellous than the last. 


Each generation outshines its predecessor with giant increases of information 
gained from Nothing. 
| believe in Design and Beauty, each shown in astonishing complexity. 


Joints appear on legs, and eyes to see, mouths to eat, all formed by Nothing with 
Time’s help. 


Sound and colour, taste and touch, plants and trees and flying bats and birds, 
leaping animals and fish, all arriving out of the mighty will of Nothing. 


| truly believe in Nothing. Without it what would there be to believe in? 
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alternatively, 
more believably: 


In the beginning God created the 
heavens and the Earth, 

we LIGHT se 

... WATERS ... 

... LAND ... 

te PLANTS 0 

... SEA CREATURES ... 

«a» BIRDS... 

... LAND CREATURES ... 


Then God made mankind, male 
and female in His own image... 
and saw that it was good. 

And God told men and women 


to rule over all created things. 


THE BIBLE, GENESIS CHAPTER 1. 


©Anthony Bush, Noah’s Ark Farm Centre, 
Wraxall, Bristol, BS48 1PG. 
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walking with beasts: 


a retrospective 


WALKING WITH BEASTS, the long-awaited sequel 
to BBC TV’s Walking With Dinosaurs, finally hit 
our screens at the end of last year. Two years and 
£7 million in the making, the first of six parts was 
aired on 15th November 2001. Unofficial ratings 
suggested that the first programme attracted 8.5 
million viewers, beating the main rival channel by 
more than one million. However, Walking With 
Beasts was greeted with much the same criticism 
that faced Walking With Dinosaurs. BOTH 
SERIES, SAID THE CRITICS, BLURRED THE 
BOUNDARY BETWEEN FACT AND SPECULATION. 
The Daily Telegraph’s TV commentator, James 
Walton, described the new series as “a viewer- 
friendly little soap opera” (16th November): 


PAUL GARNER 


“The computer graphics certainly make for some impressive 
sights, but the accompanying commentary is so trite and 
scientifically feeble as to be simply irritating. In theory, | can 
sympathise with the BBC’s possible counter-argument ... stop 
being so snooty; this isn’t meant to be a show for 
palaeontologists, but factual entertainment for all the family; 
we've done our research - so just trust us, relax and enjoy 
yourself. In practice, though, it never quite works out that way. 
Watching Walking With Beasts is like seeing one of those 
Hollywood films ‘based on a true story’. You can’t stop 
wondering which bits actually happened and which are made 
up - and this constantly spoils your viewing pleasure.” 

The BBC, arguably stung by criticism of Walking With Dinosaurs, made 
available to the public details of the scientific research behind the 
reconstructions in Walking With Beasts. Viewers with digital television 
were able to access additional information, alternative commentaries, and 
extra video footage. The BBC also launched a dedicated Walking With 
Beasts web site (www.bbc.co.uk/beasts) with ‘fact files’ about each of the 
animals featured in the series, and Radio Times issued a special ‘Behind 
the Scenes’ Walking With Beasts magazine. Of course, all of these heavily 
promoted Darwinian ideas, the Radio Times magazine describing 
evolution as “possibly one of the most misunderstood concepts in science”: 


“EVOLUTION MEANS CHANGE, AND IN BIOLOGY IT MEANS CHANGES 
WHICH ARE INHERITED FROM PARENTS AND PASSED DOWN TO 
OFFSPRING - CHANGES IN THE GENES, IN FACT. WE HAVE ALWAYS 
RECOGNISED THAT THESE CHANGES CAN HAPPEN - WE HAVE BRED 
ANIMALS OURSELVES TO ALTER THEM. BREEDS OF DOG CAN LOOK 
VERY DIFFERENT FROM EACH OTHER AND FROM WOLVES, AND CROP 
PLANTS ARE VERY DIFFERENT FROM THEIR WILD ANCESTORS. THESE 
ARE CHANGES WHICH HAVE COME ABOUT ONLY IN THE PAST FEW 
THOUSAND YEARS. JUST IMAGINE WHAT CAN HAPPEN OVER TENS OF 
MILLIONS OF YEARS’ (P.44). 


17 | ORIGINS 33, 


this series was even more prominent than in 
Walking With Dinosaurs. The fact that the 
series was such tremendous propaganda for the 
Darwinian world view was all the more 
concerning because - like its predecessor - it was 
designed to appeal to younger viewers. The series 
ought to have come with a warning - allowing 
your child to watch these programmes may 
adversely affect his or her spiritual health! For 
those Christians who did watch the series, or who 


In other words, so the argument goes, lots of small changes will inevitably Hadicinldnen or’ ghandcny aren Wialidid s0)s0me 


accumulate into large changes. When we study dog breeding, we are told, 
we are observing the kind of changes that eventually transformed a land 
animal into a whale. Needless to say, this has been shown to be a 
complete fallacy. The truth is that the kind of change we see going on 
today results from a loss of genetic information or ‘shuffling’ of genetic 
information that is already present. We never see mutations that add 
functional genetic information, changes that would be capable of 
changing one basic kind into another. 


response will be helpful. This article will give 
some creationist comment on the content of the 
programmes and will seek to promote critical 
thinking and alternative 
perspectives. | will do this 
under three headings, 
which identify the core 
problems with the series - 
a false view of the history 
of life, a false view of 
geological environments, 
and a false view of death. 


The series ought 
to have come 
with a warning - 


ALLOWING 
YOUR CHILD TO 
WATCH THESE 
PROGRAMMES 
MAY ADVERSELY 
AFFECT HIS OR 
HER SPIRITUAL 
HEALTH! 


Propaganda courtesy of the licence fee payer 


Christians ought not to have been surprised that Walking With Beasts 
popularised and promoted evolutionary theory. The BBC seems never to 
miss an opportunity to do this. If anything, the Darwinian emphasis in 


A false view of the history of life 


Biological evolution was the overarching theme introduced by the narrator throughout the programme. Challenges to Darwinian 
ideas were passed over. For instance, there was a tendency to focus on extinct creatures with no modern representatives to the 
exclusion of ‘living fossils’ that belong to groups found virtually unchanged today. Indeed, many of the animals featured in 
Walking With Beasts appeared to have been selected with the intention of highlighting evolutionary ideas. Here are some 
examples: 


PROPALAEOTHERIUM, A SMALL BROWSING MAMMAL was described as an ‘ancestral horse’, although it has little 
resemblance to true horses. It is one of a group of extinct animals somewhat similar to present-day tree hyraxes. Biologists 
working within a creationist framework would probably classify Propalaeotherium as a member of a unique ‘basic type’ 
unrelated to the horse family. 


AMBULOCETUS, A CROCODILE-LIKE MAMMAL shown hunting by the lakeside, was described as an ‘early walking whale’. 
Once again, the resemblances between Ambulocetus and true whales are few and creationists propose that they belong to 
different ‘basic types’. The idea that whales evolved from land mammals, passing through an Ambulocetus-like stage, faces 
unresolved physiological difficulties. True whales have many amazing features that equip them for their aquatic lifestyle, 
including a streamlined shape, powerful flippers and flukes, a thick layer of fat (blubber) for insulation, a special system of 
arteries designed to minimise heat loss, eyes and ears that allow underwater vision and hearing, and mouth and nipples 
specially shaped to prevent ‘baby’ choking on sea water while breast-feeding. These features confound speculations about 
an evolutionary transition. 


© 
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BASILOSAURUS, ONE OF A GROUP CALLED ARCHAEOCETES (‘ANCIENT WHALES ), was portrayed as a transition between 
land mammals and modern-day whales. In fact, experts have admitted that the evidence that Basilosaurus evolved from earlier 
creatures is lacking. Furthermore, most scientists think that Basilosaurus and its kind were too specialised to give rise to 
modern-day whales. It is difficult to think of Basilosaurus as a transitional form when it has no known ancestors and no known 
descendants! Furthermore, the 16-metre-long serpent-like form of Basilosaurus is not at all what we would expect of an 
intermediate. Unlike modern-day whales, it was equipped with hind limbs, and Walking With Beasts portrayed these as a legacy 
of its evolutionary past. However, the hind limbs of Basilosaurus are well formed and not degenerate in any way. In fact, they 
show many specialised features and were probably designed for use as ‘sexual claspers’ during mating (Tyler, 1992). 


AUSTRALOPITHECUS WAS RECONSTRUCTED as an upright-walking ‘ape-man’ that lived from about 41/ to 2 million years 
ago. However, if the australopithecines habitually walked upright at all, it was not in the human manner. Their body proportions 
were chimpanzee-like, with long arms, short legs, and long, curved hands and feet. In 1983 anatomists Jack Stern and Randall 
Susman published a detailed study of the bones from Hadar. Although these creatures appeared to have some ability to walk 
upright, their study revealed that the australopithecines were best interpreted as adept tree-climbers. 


A false view of geological 
environments 


The series also perpetuated false ideas about 
ancient geological environments. Take, for 
example, the ‘lake’ environment presented in the 
first programme. The reconstruction was based 
primarily on fossils from the open-cast oil shale 
mine at Messel, about 30 km southeast of 
Frankfurt, Germany. The Messel oil shale is a 
lens-shaped body of finely layered claystone 
thought to have been laid down on the bottom 
of asmall, deep lake surrounded by dense 
rainforest. The lake bottom is said to have been 
without oxygen, promoting the preservation of 
fossils. Walking With Beasts presented the 
Messel lake environment as ‘normal’ and 
persisting for long ages. This is the usual 
textbook interpretation: 


“The sedimentation rate was low (about 0.1 mm 


per year). It was occasionally interrupted by 


slumps coming down the slopes. In any case it 
can be assumed that the Messel lake existed for 


hundreds of thousands of years in a lowland 
area.” (Franzen, 1990, p.291) 














However, there are many interesting features of 
the Messel deposits that suggest unusual 
conditions or even contradict the accepted ‘lake’ 
model. For instance, the quality of the fossil 
preservation at Messel, including vertebrate 
carcasses complete with soft parts, is 
outstanding. If the sedimentation rate was 0.1 
mm per year, it is remarkable that any 
vertebrates were fossilised at all. Even in oxygen- 
poor conditions, decay of soft tissues may take 
place in weeks or months. The exquisite 
preservation of plant and animal remains 
indicates that the Messel oil shale accumulated 
rapidly. The position of many of the birds and 
mammals - including countless numbers of bats - 
strongly suggests death by drowning or 
suffocation rather than death under normal 
conditions. This may have been the result of 


carbon dioxide from a volcanic spring on the lake bottom being released 
in dense clouds by earth tremors. The programme makers built the story 
around this scenario, with the ecosystem being overwhelmed by a gas 
‘eruption’ at the finale, although this was portrayed as a relatively rare 
intrusion into an otherwise mature and stable ecosystem. 


In fact, there are some peculiar features of the fossil deposit that suggest 
an unusual or incomplete ecosystem (Coffin, 1995). These include: 


* THE PRESENCE OF LEAVES OF 65, PLANT SPECIES, BUT NO LARGER PLANT 
PARTS (E.G. TRUNKS, ROOTS, BRANCHES). 


* THE ABSENCE OF WATER PLANTS, EXCEPT FOR WATER LILIES. 


° THE NEAR ABSENCE OF WATER INSECTS (Ec. DRAGONFLIES AND 
STONEFLI ES) AND THE RARITY OF MOSQUITOES. 


° THE PRESENCE OF PREDATORY FISH (Es. BOWFINS, GARS, PERCH) BUT NO 
HERBIVOROUS FISH. 


° THE RARITY OF AMPHIBIANS - ONLY ONE SPECIES OF SALAMANDER AND 
THREE SPECIES OF FROGS AND TOADS. 


* THE PRESENCE OF SIX GENERA OF CROCODILES, ALTHOUGH DIFFERENT 
SPECIES SELDOM CO-EXIST TODAY. 


* MANY SPECIES OF BIRDS, BUT NO TRUE WATER FOWL. 


Another odd characteristic is the presence of species that now have a 
limited distribution far from Messel. These include bowfin and gar pike 
(today restricted to the New World), ant-eaters (a group otherwise known 
only from South America), pangolins (a group typical of south-east Asia) 
and a turtle that today lives in China and another that has its nearest 
living relative in New Guinea. 


There are even some oceanic animals fossilised in the Messel oil shale. 
These animals indicate that the lake must have been open to marine 
waters, even if only periodically. How was the freshwater lake able to 
survive under these circumstances? This problem was not addressed in 
the programme. To sum up, the reconstruction of the Messel ‘lake’ in 
Walking With Beasts was dominated by a rigid uniformitarianism that 
did not do justice to the geological and palaeontological facts. A suggested 
creationist model for the Messel deposit is that it accumulated rapidly in 
the context of geological instability during late-stage post-flood 
recolonisation (Scheven, 1988). 


A false view of death 


Perhaps the most serious error promoted by Walking With Beasts related 
to its portrayal of death and suffering. Death played a central role in each 
of the programmes. Viewers were confronted with ‘nature red in tooth and 


claw’. We were shown scenes of giant birds eating ‘horses’, carnivorous sea 
creatures preying on baby whales, saber-toothed cats killing the young of 
rival males. Every programme reinforced this theme in one way or 
another. We were shown a deeply unpleasant world of millions of years of 
death, bloodshed, and struggle for survival. The message we were given by 
Walking With Beasts was that death has been around for millions of 
years and was a necessary part of the process that led to our own 
evolution. 


However, scriptural teaching is diametrically opposed to this Darwinian 
view. The Bible reveals that death and bloodshed entered the world 
because of sin. The Lord God made a perfect world, but it was spoilt when 
Adam rebelled against his Creator (Genesis 3). The death of man and the 


How many people in 
our churches realised 
that Walking With 
Beasts undermined 
this central message 
of Christianity? How 
many Christian 
parents will have 
allowed their children 
to watch it, unaware 
of the anti-Christian 
propaganda that was 
being fed into their 
young minds? 


animals was not part of the original 
creation but was a result of man’s 
rebellion (Romans 5:12; 

1 Corinthians 15:21-22). Death and 
bloodshed are the consequences of 
sin. They are the penalty which 
Christ, the last Adam, bore on the 
cross to take away our sin. If death 
was not the punishment for man’s 
disobedience, then how could the 
Saviour’s death on the cross pay for 
our sin? Death is described in the 
Bible as “the last enemy” 

(1 Corinthians 15:26) and one day 
it will be abolished (Revelation 21:4) 
because of the redeeming work of 


Christ. 


How many people in our churches 
realised that Walking With Beasts 
undermined this central message of 
Christianity? How many Christian 
parents will have allowed their 
children to watch it, unaware of the 
anti-Christian propaganda that was 


being fed into their young minds? Bluntly, if Walking With Beasts 
presents the true history of the world, then the Christian message is 
wrong. That is how serious it is. If we are faithful to the Bible, we cannot 
accept the notion of millions of years of death and bloodshed before sin. 
All attempts to accommodate evolution and long ages into the biblical 
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account founder at this point. Those who try to 
tell us that the age of the earth is trivial and of no 
theological significance are disastrously 
mistaken, and we challenge them to think again. 


Conclusions 


Let us summarise three key points that we can 
make about the Walking With Beasts series. 


- Darwinian ideas were introduced at every turn 
- ‘ancestral horses’, ‘early whale’, ‘human 
ancestor’ - but the evidence is equivocal. Basic 
type biology and intelligent design provide an 
alternative framework for understanding these 
animals. 


- Ancient geological environments were 
presented as ‘normal’ and persisting for long 
ages - even when there is scientific evidence 
that this was not the case. The mammal- 
bearing deposits reconstructed in the series 
were probably short-lived post-flood 
ecosystems. 


- Death was portrayed as part of the natural 
world for millions of years, long before human 
beings evolved, in contradiction to the true 
biblical account of death coming into the world 
as a result of Adam’s sin. 
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Cre ati On in the headlines 


DAVID J. TYLER 


THE PROFILE OF CREATION IN THE UK MEDIA ROSE TO A NEW HIGH IN 
MARCH 2002. MANY NEWSPAPERS CARRIED STORIES ABOUT THE CHRISTIAN 
ETHOS OF EMMANUEL COLLEGE IN GATESHEAD, WHICH RECEIVES ITS DAY- 
TO-DAY EXPENSES FROM THE STATE. TELEVISION CHANNELS COVERED THE 
ISSUE WITH INTERVIEWS AND COMMENT, AND THE BBC WEBSITE FORUM 
FOR AUDIENCE FEEDBACK HAD MORE ‘HITS’ ON THIS TOPIC THAN ON ANY 
OTHER DURING THE PERIOD. QUESTIONS WERE ASKED IN PARLIAMENT AND 
EVEN TONY BLAIR WAS DRAWN INTO THE CONTROVERSY. 


A Christian mind 


Professor Richard Dawkins was frequently 
interviewed and took the opportunity to lash out 
at people who take the Bible seriously in its 
teaching about origins. More seriously, despite 
the College receiving a glowing ‘Ofsted’ report 
last year, Dawkins and others approached the 
authorities requesting a re-inspection, in the light 
of the ‘disturbing’ revelations about the way the 
College teaches science. The response to what is 
going on at Emmanuel College suggests that the 
Church at large could be doing much more to 
help people develop a Christian mind on a broad 
range of issues. 


What is education? 


Jenny Tonge, MP said on Channel 4: 

“It seems to me that, particularly in a technology 
college, to not be teaching proper biology and 
evolution is absolutely astonishing and we, the tax 
payers, are paying for it”. Later, she asked Tony 
Blair whether he was happy for creationism to be 
taught in state schools. The BBC reported: ‘Blair 
ducks creation questions’. The National Secular 
Society condemned this as “a deplorable 
acceptance of anti-science by aman who 
purports to value education”. But what 
constitutes “proper” teaching of these issues? 
How do Christians react when told that our views 
are not fit to be heard in schools? 


Curiously, after a week of reporting, none of the 
media stories thought it appropriate to mention 
that the creationist conference held at the College 
was addressed by Professor Andy McIntosh, a 
scientist specialising in combustion at Leeds 
University. Perhaps even the reporters could not 
cope with the thought that competent scientists 
are advocating creation (and always have done). 


Understanding the issues 


The basic principle for educationalists is, 


HOW DO surely, that we should teach the controversy. 
CHRISTIANS Christians addressing these issues have 
REACT WHEN developed this principle at some length. The 
strategy is to help students understand the 
TOLD THAT issues. They need to be made aware of 
OUR VIEWS opposing arguments, not to confuse, but to 
ARE NOT FIT inspire interest and enquiry. 
TO BE HEARD There is a point of contact here with Darwin 


himself, who used this approach in his 
Origin of Species. He referred over 100 
times to the creation explanation, although 
he always claimed that his approach was superior. It is not unusual for 
evolutionary biologists to follow Darwin’s lead and claim that evolution 
explains life’s mysteries better than creation. But contemporary educators 
see only one side of the argument! When creationists want to look at the 
competing explanations, demonstrating weaknesses in evolutionary theories 
and the superiority of the creation approach, this is deemed ‘bad science’ or 
just ruled out of court as ‘anti-science’. 


IN SCHOOLS? 


Mind-numbing 

A good sign of teaching any area of controversy is that students know the 
evidence against the proposed theory as well as for it. There can be few 
areas of science that have as bad a record on this as evolution. Nearly 40 
years ago, Professor Kerkut at Southampton University discovered how 
brainwashed his students had become about evolutionary theory. He 
would ask them about the evidence against Darwinism, only to be met by 
bewildered looks and statements like ‘But there isn’t any, sir!’ To counter 
these mind-numbing trends, he wrote his book Implications of Evolution 
- a landmark in the development of critical thinking about evolutionary 
theory. However, sad to say, the situation today appears just as bad as a 
generation ago. 


Evolutionary science 

Creationists find themselves in a strange situation. They want to engage 
with science by discussing evidence. They want to establish what the facts 
are and what they actually mean. In effect, they say: ‘We think the 


evidence favours creation, and that the 
arguments offered to support evolutionary 
theory are weak’. What is the response? Is it: ‘OK, 
let’s look at what you have to say? Let’s examine 
the competing explanations afresh?’ No; 
evolutionary biologists hardly ever debate these 
issues! The dominant response is to decry the 
offenders with allegations of ‘anti-science’ and 
‘not teaching proper science’. Such responses 
reveal scientific dogmatism, a power struggle 
for people’s minds. 


Power struggle 


Two of the media commentators perceived this 
clearly. Tom Utley wrote in the Daily Telegraph 
(March 16): “THERE 1S SOMETHING ALMOST 
HYSTERICAL ABOUT [RICHARD DAWKINS | 
ATTACK ON THE SCIENCE TEACHERS AT 
EMMANUEL CITY TECHNOLOGY COLLEGE IN 
GATESHEAD THAT PUT ME IN MIND OF 
TORQUEMADA AND THE SPANISH 
INQUISITION. THE PROFESSOR IS SEEKING 
OUT HERETICS - UNBELIEVERS IN THE 
RELIGION OF SCIENCE - WITH A VIEW TO 
SILENCING THEM. 


Again, Melanie Phillips wrote in the Daily 
Mail (March 15) that “the attack on 
Emmanuel reveals an alarming 
intolerance”. She suggested that many of 
the leaders of ‘science’ are actually 
apostles for an atheistic creed 
masquerading as science. This perception, 
she continued, “helps explain why, when 
anyone dares challenge this scientism- 
based consensus, they are ridiculed, 


THE BIBLE TEACHES 
US NOT TO BE 
SURPRISED AT THE 
UNBELIEF OF THE 
WORLD. IF ANYONE 
IS DOING THE 
HOODWINKING, IT 
IS THE DEVIL, WHO 
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accumulated, that a school in Gateshead is opposing evolutionary theory 
on alleged biblical grounds. Do some people really think that the 
worldwide scientific community is engaged in a massive conspiracy to 
hoodwink the rest of us?” 


What the Bishop failed to notice is that the worldwide scientific 
community operates in a culture of tacit atheism. The Bible teaches us 
not to be surprised at the unbelief of the world. If anyone is doing the 
hoodwinking, it is the Devil, who is a deceiver from the beginning. 


Theistic evolution 


Bishop Harries advocates theistic evolution: “The fact that the universe 
probably began about 1 2 billion years ago with life beginning to evolve 
about 3 billion years ago simply underlines the extraordinary detailed, 
persistent, patience of the divine creator spirit”. But the Bishop provides 
no biblical support for this approach. The Bible locates the ‘detail’ in 
God’s eternal plan, and his persistence and patience in the gracious way 
he deals with rebellious mankind. 


Richard Dawkins responded on 18 March to the Tom Utley essay. The 
charge of heresy-hunting was misguided, he said, and the Bishops should 
deal with the ‘threat’ of creationism. He wrote: “Over to you, gentlemen ... 
If there is anything | can do to help, you'll find me lying low, with my head 
down. With the best will in the world, | seem to do more harm than good. 
It’s somebody else’s turn”. 


So, we have Bishops who do not teach the 
Bible, and scientists who choose not to 
engage in serious debate. Is it any surprise 
that creationists feel a little frustrated? 


Public awareness 


One welcome outcome of this controversy is 
increased public awareness. Melanie Phillips 
wrote: “Emmanuel College in Gateshead is 
one of the most successful state schools in 
the country. Its examination results are 
excellent. Its orderliness is exemplary. 


abused and all but run out of town”. IS A DECEIVER 

Parents are desperate to send their children 
Christians need to be aware that science FROM THE there, with three applicants for every place”. 
seldom achieves its stated goal of BEGINNING. When the headmaster, Nigel McQuoid, 


‘objectivity’, because the scientist is part of 

the picture and not merely an observer of 

the world. The working rule of most scientists 
appears to be that God is irrelevant to what they 
are doing. But this is false and it leads to 
erroneous thinking and actions. We must 
recognise when people are attempting to close 
down debate. 


Church leaders 


Religious leaders have entered the controversy. 
Richard Harries, the Anglican Bishop of Oxford, 
speaking on BBC Radio 4 (15 March) compared 
the situation to 1860, when his predecessor 
Samuel Wilberforce opposed evolution in a 
debate with the scientist Thomas Huxley. 


We've moved on since then, suggested the 
Bishop. “It is ... quite extraordinary that 140 
years later, after so much evidence has 


appeared on television, he came over well as 
a serious and conscientious educator. Tom Utley wrote of the pupils: 
“almost everybody seems to accept that they are thoroughly intelligent 
and well taught - as much about evolution as about alternative theories”. 


What can Christians do? We can make positive contributions. Christians 
have made enormous contributions to education over the years - and 
there is no reason why we should now leave it to the State. Christians 
pioneered the scientific revolution in Europe - and there is no reason why 
science should now adopt the culture of tacit atheism. Christians are 
‘people of the Book’ - and there is no reason why we should adopt views 
that are not rooted in the words of Scripture. 


This debate has proved stimulating and 
profitable - we must not let it wither. 





This article is reprinted from Evangelical Times (May 2002), with kind permission of the editors. 
Readers can obtain more information by writing to Evangelical Times, Faverdale North, 
Darlington DL3 OPH. Telephone: 0 1325-380232. Fax: 01325-466 153. Email: 

Office @ evangelicaltimes.org. Web site: http://www.evangelicaltimes.ors. 
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/ Te dS On) S why we believe in a global Flood 





PAUL GARNER 


THEISTIC EVOLUTIONISTS AND PROGRESSIVE CREATIONISTS ENCOUNTER SERIOUS PROBLEMS IN THEIR INTERPRETATION 
OF THE FLOOD ACCOUNT IN GENESIS CHAPTERS 6-9. MANY PROPONENTS OF AN OLD EARTH BELIEVE THAT NOAH’S FLOOD 
WAS OF LIMITED EXTENT AND DID NOT COVER THE ENTIRE GLOBE. THIS POSITION IS SO CONTRARY TO THE BIBLICAL 
ACCOUNT THAT IT SEEMS SUPERFLUOUS TO REFUTE IT. 


Nevertheless we must, for sadly many Christians 
have been taught it. Here are seven arguments in 
support of a global catastrophic Flood: 


DEPTH AND DURATION OF THE FLOOD. The 
Flood covered the tops of the highest mountains 
(Genesis 7:19,20) and this situation prevailed 
until 10 months after the Flood began (Genesis 
8:5). If the mountains were the same height then 
as now, as the local Flood theory assumes, the 
waters must have been many thousands of feet 
deep. However, water finds its own level! It is 
hydrodynamically impossible for a local Flood to 
fit this description. 


THE NEED FOR AN ARK. If the Flood were only 
regional in extent, why did God instruct Noah to 
build such a huge ark (Genesis 6:14-16), when it 
would seem more sensible to simply migrate out 
of the area or to higher ground? 


THE HEBREW OF GENESIS 7:19. This verse tells 
us that “all the high hills, that were under the 
whole heaven, were covered”. Because “all the 
high hills” might be understood to comprise only 
those hills within the geographic knowledge of 





the writer, any possible ambiguity is removed by the addition of the 
phrase “under the whole heaven”. The phrase “under the whole heaven” 
occurs six other times in the Old Testament and is used in the universal 
sense in every case. 


GOD’S PROMISE, God declared unequivocally that he would never send 
another Flood like this one (Genesis 9:11). If Noah’s Flood were only a 
local Flood, then God has broken his promise repeatedly. 


TESTIMONY OF CHRIST AND THE APOSTLES. The Lord Jesus, as well as 
Paul and Peter spoke of the Flood in universal terms (Luke 17:27; 
Hebrews 11:7; 1 Peter 3:20; 2 Peter 2:5; 2 Peter 3:6). 


THE EXISTENCE OF UNIVERSAL FLOOD LEGENDS. Many nations 
worldwide have traditions of a great Flood which destroyed all mankind. 
These stories are similar to the Genesis account in too many respects to be 
simply coincidence; it is much more reasonable to believe that these 
accounts had a common origin in real history. The same basic elements 
(ark provided, destruction by water, human seed saved) are present in 
almost all these stories. 


THE ABSURDITY OF A TRANQUIL FLOOD. Some old-earth proponents 
accept that the Flood was global, but claim that it was tranquil and left no 


geological record. This is an extremely inconsistent position. We know that 
even minor flooding in the present-day causes tremendous devastation. 
The notion that Noah’s Flood was so tranquil that its waters rose and fell, 
leaving a landscape much the same as before, is geologically absurd. 





CONCLUSION - THE BIBLE TEACHES A GLOBAL CATASTROPHIC FLOOD 


We must conclude that the simplest and most natural reading of the Bible is that the Flood of 
Noah’s day was a global cataclysm. No part of the earth’s surface remained unaffected by this 
judgement of God. The scriptural record precludes the various compromise positions (local Flood, 
tranquil Flood) and even proponents of an old earth are forced to admit that the plain reading of 
scripture is against them: 


“Probably, so far as | know, there is no professor of Hebrew or Old Testament at any world-class 
university who does not believe that the writer(s) of Genesis 1-11 intended to convey to their 


readers the ideas that (a) creation took place in a series of six days which were the same as the days 


of 24 hours we now experience (b) the figures contained in the Genesis genealogies provided by 
simple addition a chronology from the beginning of the world up to later stages in the biblical story 
(c) Noah’s Flood was understood to be world-wide and extinguish all human and animal life except 
for those in the ark. Or, to put it negatively, the apologetic arguments which suppose the ‘days’ of 
creation to be long eras of time, the figures of years not to be chronological, and the Flood to be a 
merely local Mesopotamian Flood, are not taken seriously by any such professors, as far as | know.” 


Professor James Barr, Regius Professor of Hebrew at Oxford University 
Personal letter to David C. C. Watson, 23 April 1984. 


In our Creation Manifesto, we set out the position of the Biblical Creation 
Society on the subject of Noah’s Flood. We believe that the great Flood really 
happened in history, that it was a disaster of a magnitude never known before 
or since, and that it was global. All human beings living at the time died in the 
Flood except for the eight in the ark. All air-breathing land creatures also died 
in the Flood except for those in the ark. The Flood and its after-effects must of 
necessity have vast implications for the study of the history of the Earth. 


Geology must, therefore, always be studied with reference to the Genesis Flood. 


23 | ORIGINS 33 


24 | ORIGINS 33 


evolution 


A debate between John Mackay and Dr Trevor Emmett 
The Mumford Theatre, Anglia University, East Road, Cambridge 
Thursday 18th October 2001, 1.00 - 2.30 pm 


creation 


Versus 


Areport by PAUL GARNER 


During his recent visit to the UK, John John started first. He began by defining the issue. The debate was not 
about the survival of the fittest, because creationists accept natural 
selection, but the arrival of the fittest. It was also important to decide 
upon criteria that would allow us to recognise evidence of creation if it had 


Mackay had the opportunity to take part 
in a public debate about creation and 


evolution in Cambridge. Defending the taken place. JOHN SPOKE ABOUT THE ‘HIDDEN ASSUMPTION” 
evolutionary position was Dr Trevor UNDERLYING EVOLUTIONARY TREES - THAT 
Emmett of the Forensic Science EACH SPEAKER _ SIMILARITIES EQUAL RELATEDNESS 
Department at Anglia University, WAS GIVEN 20 (COMMON ANCESTRY). Similarities may 
formerly of the Geology Department instead be interpreted as common solutions to 

. ; MINUTES TO common problems by a common designer. 
The debate was of particular interest to ele 

MAKE AN Furthermore, morphological intermediates may 
me since Dr Emmett was one of m 
y OPENING not be temporally intermediate in the fossil 

former lecturers while studying for my : record. John illustrated these points using 
BSc in Geology/Biology. STATEMENT, boomerangs of varying shape that were 


THE ORDER OF designed for different purposes; it is futile to 
SPEAKING WAS _ 2ttempt to place them in an evolutionary 


sequence. 
DETERMINED - 
BY THE TOSS Information GOnemt is the key to meCOgTUSINg 
evidence of creation. The properties of a 
OF A COIN. returning boomerang are not inherent in the 
material from which it is made (wood, plastic). 
They are imposed upon the material by 
intelligent thought and design. John reminded 
us of William Paley’s argument that a “watch 
needs a watchmaker” and, thus, life needs a designer. The common 
objection to this analogy is that Paley’s argument applies only to non- 
living objects, which cannot reproduce themselves. If this is the case, John 
pointed out, then how did life arise from non-living chemicals originally? 
Other problems with the idea of “descent with modification” include 
explaining how all the intermediate stages worked during a multi-step 
process and why the oldest single-celled fossils are just as complex as 
those alive today. Finally, John looked at DNA and its repair mechanisms 
as a severe challenge to a naturalistic view of origins. 


Dr Emmett began by saying that he was not a palaeontologist or 
microbiologist, so he was not equipped to take up the specific challenges 





to evolutionary theory raised by John. Furthermore, he said that he had no 
particular axe to grind over creation/evolution. However, it was 
“depressing” to think that the universe might be “reduced” to the status 

of acreated object like a boomerang. The universe, he said, is 
incomprehensibly old and extraordinary things can happen in such a 

vast span of time. 


Dr Emmett challenged the view of evolution as a linear process. Evolution 
takes place as a complex bush of lineages. The amazing diversity and 
complexity of the universe is one of its most striking characteristics. 

The argument that multi-step evolution of complex systems will not work 
because intermediates cannot function was, he claimed, “facetious”. A car 
will still operate even if it has lots wrong with it; Dr Emmett said his own 
vehicle was testimony to this! 


Dr Emmett agreed that the debate was really about our presuppositions. 
No scientist claims absolute knowledge. There is no one observation that 
can be used to “prove” evolution or “disprove” creation. We all have 
assumptions that colour our world view. We should therefore keep an 
open mind and recognise that our scientific models will inevitably change 
as fresh knowledge is gained. However, if we accept creation, we must 
propose a creator. Dr Emmett stated his assumption that there is no 
creator and acknowledged that this is as much a preconception as a 
creationist’s belief that there is a creator. He characterised the creationist 
view as a “god of the gaps” position. Thunderstorms were once “explained” 
as the result of gods or deities, but we now understand how they occur by 
physical processes. Dr Emmett appealed to the audience not to plug the 
gaps in our scientific understanding with supernatural explanations. The 
problem with creationism, he said, is that it answers all and none of the 
scientific questions at the same time. It kills off the possibility of scientific 
investigation. 


Following these opening remarks, there was a question time. Questions 
were mainly directed to John. One person pressed the point that trial and 
error in boomerang design was analogous to step-by-step “descent with 
modification”. Another asked about the “evolution” of the AIDS virus and 
antibiotic resistance in bacteria. John dealt well with these questions, 
despite one questioner’s persistence! Someone else asked where the 
Creator came from, which allowed John to speak about God and what the 
Bible reveals about Him. | had the opportunity to ask Dr Emmett about 
the challenge to incremental evolutionary change posed by irreducibly 
complex systems such as the blood clotting cascade. 


Finally, each speaker was allotted five minutes to sum up. John stressed 
that the debate was about naturalism versus theism, and concluded by 
saying that our value as human beings stems from the status accorded to 
us by the Creator. Dr Emmett emphasised that many of the geologists he 
knows are religious but nevertheless believe in evolution and gradualism. 
However, as an atheist, he did not feel compelled to look to religion or the 
Bible for answers, but to the universe. 


The debate was a welcome opportunity to set the case for creation before 
students and lecturers who might otherwise never encounter it. John 
spoke clearly and persuasively, defining the nature of the debate, and 
addressing pertinent scientific issues. | was pleased to be able to attend. 


If anyone would like to arrange a meeting or debate for John when he next 
visits the UK (no fixed date at the moment), please contact Randall 
Hardy, c/o Creation Research, PO Box 1, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire 
OL6 9WW. Telephone: 0161-445-8935. Fax: 0161-282-1111. Email: 
CreationResearch@ amen.org.uk. Web sites: www.creationresearch.net 
(main) and www.amen.org.uk/cr (UK information). 
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There’s no place like home 


“Our planet is the right size and it’s a nice safe place to live, with stable tides 
and oceans, and Jupiter, the largest planet in the solar system, keeping out 
any dangerous asteroids. But how did this come about? We can see planets 
circling other stars, but they are all completely unlike Earth - huge and 
uninhabited. Earth is magically just in the right place. Similarly, the universe 
is just right. Had there been much more matter in it, it would already have 
collapsed under its own weight; much less, and there would not have been 
enoush substance to form any planets. Why Earth should be so stable and 
so safe is a question we are only just beginning to answer.” 


Dr Gerry Gilmore, of Cambridge’s Institute of Astronomy, quoted in ‘The 
wonder of how the Earth came into being’, Cambridge Evening News, March 


20th 2000, p.12. 








Paradigm shift 


“When a new discovery is reported to the scientific world, they say first, ‘It is 
probably not true.’ Thereafter, when the truth of the new proposition has 
been demonstrated beyond question, they say, ‘Yes, it may be true, but it is 
not important. Finally, when sufficient time has elapsed to fully evidence 
its importance, they say, ‘Yes, surely it is important, but it is no longer new.” 


Michel de Montaigne (1533-1592). 





The ‘objectivity’ of atheists 

“Suppose you picked up the newspaper tomorrow morning and were startled 
to see headlines announcing the discovery of a large ship high on the snowy 
slopes of Mt. Ararat in eastern Turkey. As you hurriedly scanned the article, 
you learned that a team from the Institute for Creation Research had 
unearthed the vessel and their measurements and studies had determined 
that it perfectly matched the description of Noah’s Ark given in the book of 
Genesis. Would this be proof at last - the ‘smoking gun’ as it were - that the 
earliest chapters of the Bible were true and that the story they told of a six- 
day creation and a universal flood was a sober, scientific account? Perhaps 
surprisingly, the answer is no. Even this sensational find is not enough to 
validate a literal reading of Genesis.” 


Moore, R.A. (1983). The impossible voyage of Noah’s Ark. 


Creation/Evolution, (XI):1. [Creation/Evolution was “a nonprofit publication 
dedicated to promoting evolutionary science” and published by the American 


Humanist Association] 











Disqualifying God from the outset 


“We take the side of science in spite of the patent absurdity of some of its 
constructs, in spite of its failure to fulfill many of its extravagant promises of 
health and life, in spite of the tolerance of the scientific community for 
unsubstantiated just-so stories, because we have a prior commitment, a 
commitment to materialism. It is not that the methods and institutions of 
science somehow compel us to accept a material explanation of the 
phenomenal world, but, on the contrary, that we are forced by our a priori 
adherence to material causes to create an apparatus of investigation and a 
set of concepts that produce material explanations, no matter how counter- 
intuitive, no matter how mystifying to the uninitiated. Moreover, that 
materialism is an absolute, for we cannot allow a Divine Foot in the door.” 


Richard Lewontin, ‘Billions and billions of demons’, The New York Review 
January 9th 1997, p. 31. 
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